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Commissioner for Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313-1450 

ATTENTION: Board of Patent Appeals ami Interferences 

APPEAL BRIEF (37 C.h,lh § 41.37) 

This brief is in ftirtherance of the Notice of Appeal, filed in this case on 12/1 1/2006. 

The fees required under § 1. i7, and any required petition for extension of time for filing this 
brief and fees tlierefor, are dealt \vitli in the accompanying TRANSMITTAL OF APPEAL 

BRIEF, 

This brief contains these items under the tbllowing headings, and in the order set forth below (37 
C.F.R. §41.37(c)(i)); 

I REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

II RELATED APPEAt.S AND INTERPEReNCES 
rn STATUS OF CLAIMS 

IV STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

V SUyMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

VI GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BB REVIEWED ON APPEAL 



VII ARGUMENT 

Vni CLAIMS APPENDIX 

IX EVIDENCE APPENDIX 

X RELATED PROCEEDING APPENDIX 



The final page of this brief bears the piactitioner's signature. 
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I REAL PARTY IN INTEREST (37 C.F.R. § 4i.37(c)(l)(i)) 

The real party in interest in this appeal is Amdocs (Israel) Ltd. 
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II RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES (37 C.F,R. § 41.37(c) 

With respect to other prior or pending appeals, interferences, or related judicial proceedings that 
will directly affect, or be directly affected by, or have a bearing on the Board's decision in the 
pending appeal, there are no other such appeals, interferences, or related judicial proceedings. 

A Related Proceedings Appendix is appended hereto. 
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III STATUS OF CLAIMS (37 C.F.R, § 4137(c) (l)(iU» 

A. TOTAL NUMBER OF CLAIMS IN APPLICATION 

Claims in the application are: 1-26 

B. STATUS OF ALL THE CLAIMS IN APPLICATION 

1 . ClaitBS withdrawn from coasideration: None 

2. Claims pending: 1-26 

3. Claims allowed: 22 

4. Claims rejected; 1-21 , and 23-26 
5 , Claims cancelled: None 

C. CLAI MS ON APPEAL 

The claims on appeal are; 1-21, and 23-26 

See additionai status information in the Appendix of Claims. 
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IV STATUS OF AMENDMENTS (37 C.F.R. § 41.37(cKl)(iv)) 

As to the status of ajtiy amendment filed subsequent to final rejection, there are no such 
amendments after final. 
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V SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SU BJECT MATTER (37 C.F.R, § 41.37(c)(lKv)) 

\\ iUi respect to a summary' of Claim I, as shoun tn Iriguie 2, a method foi conuact-b. i><£d 
at-ureuation is piovided In use iccords mdjcatjvc of nctworV cscnts are received K u see item 
2(^1 oi Figuic 2, eti. ) Such !t'*.oidi> icl.. ^ e>' (i. g ^cc Jteni 202 of Ftguit 2 oa > hi at k^st 
one aggtcgaLff foi the purpose oi a!iuieg<j\"g t.hc a\oids (e u set* Jtcm 20o oi 1 igtue 2 Ltc ) !n 
addittun contuicis associated with the fecofd^ pre identified (e a see item 204 of hsgure 2, etc ) 
by correlating at least one of the contracts with at least one aspect of the received records, 
FurtheiTOore, the records are aggregated (e.g. see item 206 of Figure 2, etc.) based at least in part 
on the contracts using the at least one aggregator. See, for example, page 3, lines 3-7; and page 
5, lines 18-21 eta!. 

With respect to a summary of Claim 1 1, as shown in Figure 2, a computer program product for 
contract-based aggregation embodied on a tangible computer readable medium is provided. The 
computer program product comprises computer code for receiving records indicative of network 
events (e.g. see item 202 of Figure 2, etc). Such records are received (e.g. see item 202 of 
Figure 2, etc. ) in at least one aggregator for the purpose of aggregating the records (e.g. see item 
206 of Figure 2, etc.). In addition, the computer program product comprises computer code for 
identiiying contracts associated with the records (e.g. see item 204 of Figure 2, etc.) by 
correlating at least one of the contracts with at least one aspect of the received records. 
Furthermore, the computer program product comprises computer code for aggregating the 
records (e.g. see item 206 of Figure 2, etc.) based at least in part on the contracts using the at 
least one aggregator. See, for example, page 3, lines 3-7; and page 5, lines 18-21 et al. 

With respect to a summao- of Claim 21 , as shown in Figure 2, a. system for contract-based 
aggregation, is provided. The system cotnptises logic for receiving records indicative of network 
events (e.g. see item 202 of Figure 2, etc)- Such records are received (e.g. see item 202 of 
Figuic 2, etc.) in at least one aggregator for the purpose of aggregating the records (e.g. see item 
206 of Figure 2, etc.). In addition, the system comprises logic for identifying contracts 
associated mth the records (e.g. see item 204 of Figure 2, etc.) by correlating at least one of the 
contracts v^ith at least one aspect of the received records. Furthennore, the system comprises 
logic for aggregating the records (e.g. see item 206 of Figure 2, etc.) based at least in part on the 
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contracts using the at least one aggregator. See, for example, page 3, lines 3-7; and page 5, lines 
18-21 etal. 

Of course, the above citations merely provide examples of various claim language and possibly 
other features, and thus should not be construed as limiting in any manner. 
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VI GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL (37 C.F.R. § 
4I.37(c)(I)(vi)) 

Following, under each issue listed, is a concise statement setting forth the corresponding ground 
of rejection. 

Issue # 1: The Examiner has rejected Claims 1-21, and 23-26 under 35 U.S.C. 1 02(e) as being 
anticipated by Billiard (U.S. Patent Publication No. 2002/0091636 A1), 
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VII ARGUMENT (37 C.F.R, § 41.37(c)(l)(vii» 

1 he ciauns of the groups noted below do not stand or fall togetiier. In the present section, 
appcli.uit expiiins why the claims of each group are believed to be separateiy patentable. 

IsSUf 1 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 1-21, and 23-26 under 35 ll.S.C, 102(e) as being anticipated 
by BuUard (U S. Patent Publication No. 2002/0091636 Al). 

Group #/; aaim.s l~4, 10- 14, 20, 21, and 24-26 

Witii respect to independeiit Claims 1 , 11, and 21, the Examiner has relied on Figure 3 1 ; and 
Paragraphs 0075-0075, Oi87, and 0191-0195 from the Bollard reference to make a prior art 
showing of appellant's claimed 'identifying contracts associated with the records by correlating 
at least one of the contracts with at least one aspect of the received records" (see this or similar, 
but not necessarily identical language in tlte independent claims). Further, in the Office Action 
mailed 08/1 1/2006, the Examiner has argued that "[appellants] have misinterpreted the prior art 
of record to Bullard," that "paragraphs 0190-0193 of Bullard explicitly discuss the relationship 
and dependency among records and policy/customer/contract (see claims 1 and 1 1 rejection)" 
and tliat "Bullard further discusses accounting records flexibility to deal with contracts (par 
0193)," 

\pjidKmt jfcsptctfuHs diviyjees with the rNjn.'nc-N r'-gu .-^t^ and ass«,)ts that the e^Leipts 
ithed upon bs th<„ t \ami net meroK disclose ti . ^ ^to^t^A o i no a seix ice agiccment 
ot conlrdct 7*^1 thai \SJil i>pci>.ii> a level ot >cr\ice lor the nctv\ojk and that a confjgujalion h!c 
... is sent out to the network 10 to con|igure .[thei n^^^ based upon that 

contract 75 V (Paragraph 01 87 •• emphasis added). However, merely disclosing that the 
customer contract specifies a level of service for the network which is configured based upon the 
contract, as in Bullard, simply fails to suggest ' identifying contracts associated with the records 
.hy.coTTe|ad|?.g at least one of the contracts with at least one aspect of the received records" 
(emphasis added), as claimed by appellant. 
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In addition, appellant respectlliHy asserts that Paragraphs 0190-0193 from Bullard meT-eiy leach 
that "[t]he accounting process 14 wit! then take every source of infomiatjon it has availabie and 
will construct an accounting record that reflects the level of service actually deli\'ered to [the] 
company" (Paragraph 0193 - emphasis added). In addition. Bollard teaches that "[tjhe output of 
the accounting pfocesf sj 14 will determine whether the quality of service, availabi li ty . etc. that 
was contracted for in the contfact 751 was provided " (Paragraph 0193 - emphasis added). 

However, the mere disclosure that the accounting process will constmct an accounting record 
that reflects the delivered level of service and will detennine if the quality of service and 
availahility contracted in tlie contract was provided, as in Bullard, simply tktis to even suggest 
'Identifying contracts associated with the records by correlating at least one of the contracts with 
at least one aspect of tlie received records'' (emphasis added), as claimed by appellant. Clearly, 
Bullard fails to suggest " identifying contracts associated with the records by correlating" 
(emphasis added), as claimed by appellain, but instead only discloses constructing a level of 
sen ice delivered tbr a contract. Thus, Bullard fails to meet appellant's claimed identifxiaS 
contracts by correlating, in the manner as claimed by appellant. 

The Examiner is reminded that a claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth 
in the claim is found, either expressly or inherendy described in a single prior art reference. 
Ferdegaa! Bros. i\ Umon Oil Co. Of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. 
Cir. 1987). Moreover, the identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as contained 

intheciaim, Richardson v. SumM Motor Co.%m 2& 1226, 1236,9USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. 
Cif . 1 989), I'he elements must be arranged as required by the claim. 

This criterion has simply not been met by the above reference, as noted above. 

Group #2; Claims 5 and IS 

With respect to dependent Claims 5 and 15, the Examiner has relied on Figures 1-3, 8, and 3 i ; 
and Paragraphs 0187, and 0191-0193 from the Bullard reference to make a prior art showing of 
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appellant's claimed techjiique "wherein a contract identifier is included as a component of the 
records." 

\ppei lant i t'SpccttuSI v asserts that the excerpts from BuUard relied upon b\ the Fxaimner nicrdv 
U'lich iluit M sctMce L.onttaot nia^ &pecit\ ilut a cotrpars "\" uii! be g!\fi) iPO^o a\aiiabti!t\ o{ 
fi particular iittwoik ileuce' <Paiduidph oio] efupha-^i^ added) hi adduior? Biilldid diS4.!ost'S 
that '[t]he dCcouiUiiig process i4 wiW construct an accounting, recoid Uiat reOects the ie\ el of 
service actually delivered to company "X"' and tliat "[tlhe accounting records produce[d] ai'e 
relative to the two components, i.e., the router and the customer" (Paragraph 0 193 - emphasis 
added). 

However, the mere disclosure tltat the service contract specifies the availability of a device for a 
conipanj:, and tliat the accounting process constructs accounting records that reflect the level of 
service delivered to the company; as in Bullard, simply fails to suggest a technique "wherein a 
contract identi|ier is mcluded as a component of the records " (emphasis added), as claimed by 
appellant. In addition, the disclosure that the accQuming^re^^^^ produced are relative to the 
router and the customer, as in BttUard, simply fails to teach that "a contract identifier is included 
as a component of the records" (emphasis added), as claimed by appellant. 

Furthermore, in the Office Action mailed 08/1 1/2006, it appears that the Examiner has relied on 
an inherency argument regarding the above emphasized claim limitations. Specifically, the 

E. xariiiner has argued that "[a]ll the other features regarding items 2-5 can be found in the 

rejeciion above and/or explicitly or implicidy in par 0190-0193 of Bullard." In view of the 
arguments made hereinabove, any such inherency argument has been adequately rebutted, and a 
notice of allowance or a specific prior art showing of such claim features, in combination with 
the renmining claim elements is respectfully requested. (See MPEP 21 12) 

In addidon, appellant asserts that the fact tliat a certain result or characteristic may occur or be 
present in the prior art is not sufficient to establish the inherency of that result or characteristic. 
In re Rijckaett, 9 F.3d 1531, 1534, 28 USPQ2d 1955, 1957 (Fed. Cir. 1993); In re Oelrich, 666 

F. 2d 578, 581-82, 212 USPQ 323, 326 (CCPA 1981). "To establish inherency, the extrinsic 
evidence 'must make clear that the missing descriptive matter is necessariiy present in the thing 
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described in the reference, and that it would be so recogiiized by persons of ordinar>' skill. 
Inherency, however, may not be established by probabilrties or poSvSibiiities. The mere fact that a 
certain thing may result from a gi ven set of circumstances is not sufficient/" In re Roherfmn, 
169 F.3d 743, 745, 49 USPQ2d 1949, ! 950-5 1 (Fed, Or. 1999). 

.Again, the Foregoing anticipation criterion has simply not been met by the above reference, as 
noted above. 

Gmup M3: Claims 6 ami 16 

With respect to Claims 6 and 16, tlie Bxatniner has relied on Figures 1-3, 8, and 3 1 ; and 
Paragraphs 0187, and 0191-0193 from the Bullard reference to make a piior art showing of 
appellant's claimed technique "wherein a speed with which the records are aggregated is based 
on the contracts." 

.Appellant respecttiiliy asserts that the excerpts from Bullard relied upon by the Examiner merely 
disclose that 'the policy server 754 sends that requirement in a template to the provisioning 
service 752 to produce a configurati.onM^ 752a to configure the router to give comp an y "X" 
prMigo:M MgJfoMfhe (Paragraph 0191 - emphasis added). Further, Bullard discloses 

tlrat "Qvery time a packet from company "X's" network comes across the router, the packet will 
always be transmitted unless there is something wrong with the router' (Paragraph 0191 - 
emphasis added). 

However, merely disclosing that a configuratum fiie gives a company preferred use for a router 
by always transmitting a packet from that company, as in Bullard, simply fails to disclose a 
technique "wherein a speed with which the records are aggregated is based on the contracts" 
(emphasis added), as claimed by appellant. Clearly, the mere disclosure of pretj^gM Mg. of 
P^f^ftim^mis^on on a router, as in Bullard, falls to disclose any sort of aggregation, let alone 
"aJESgd with which the records are a g gregated" (emphasis added), as specifically claimed by 
appellant. 
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In the Office Action mailed 08/11/2006, the Examiner has further argued that the "speed of 
records aggregated and the amount of data processed (see items 3-4) can be inteipreted to evolve 
from the flexibility of the accounting process (14 f and that ''[ajs a result, the service 
management process 750 provides the level of service that was delivered at the same semantic 
level as the actual contract par 0193," 

Appel lant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's argument and asserts that Bullard merely 
teaches that ' [tlhe accounting process 14 mil then take eveiy source of information it has 
available and will coistnMMJfiSountij^^ that refiMslheievijLo^^ actually 
Miyered to compaiiy "X"' (Paragraph 0193 - emphasis added). Clearly, the mere teaching that 
the accounting process constnjicts an accounting record reflecting the level of service delivered, 
as in Bullard faii^s to even suggest an> so^ of >'uiiogatmg, let alone a specific technique 
"wherein a speed xsnh which the records jtc ai>t> caated is. based on the contracts ' (emphasis 
added), as claimed hv appdlaiit { le.i>i\ 'h^ .v ^ojpM'v p ckcss <is df'iJosailis liuUaiJ fads to 
suggest that the s peed of agg tc gati^^^^^^ is based on the amu.acts m the manner as clauTied by 
appellant 

Furthermore, the disclosure that the configuration file is produced by the provisioning service 
that configures the router to give a company preferred usage (Paragraph 0191), and that the 
accounting process constructs an accounting record from available sources of information 
(Paj-agraph 0193), as in Bullard, simply fails to suggest ''a speed with which the records are 
ag g re gated is based on the contracts" (emphasis added), as claimed by appellant. Clearly, 
Ballard's disclosed accounting process constructing an accounting record fails to specificaiiy 
teach "ajpeed with which the records are aggregated" (emphasis added), in the manner as 
claimed by appellant. 

.Additionally, in the OtTice Action mailed 08/1 1/2006, it appears that the Examiner has relied on 
an inherency argument regarding the above emphasized claim limitations. Specifically, the 
Examiner has argued that "[^l^ t^^e other features regarding items 2-5 can be found in the 
rejection above and/or explicitly or implicitiy in par 0190-0193 of Bullard," In view of the 
ai-guments made hereinabove, any such inherency argimient has been adequately rebutted, and a 



- 15- 



notice of allowance or a specific prior art showing of such claim features, in combination with 
the remaining claim elements is respectfully requested. (See MFEP 21 12) 

Again, the foregoing anticipation criterion has simply not been met by the above reference, as 
noted above. 

Grmip i4: Claims 7,8, 17 and IS 

With respect to Claitns 7 and 17, the Examiner has relied on Figures 1-3, 8, and 3 1; and 
Paragraphs 0030-0034, 0187, and 0191-0193 from tlie Bullard retlsrence to make a prior ait 
showing of appellant's claimed technique "wherein an amount of data processed while the 
records are aggregated is based on the contracts," 

Appcilfint respcctfuHy ds^ctls tl?at tlK> ovceriM^ *r>''n! BuSUud iched upon b\ the r\ijniinei nicJcK 
teach that "the ac^oiintmii^jiKK^^^ 14 i-oiUx ts \ la tljc data collector la\ei IS nuilttplo and diverse 
types of dvUa Aoin the netwoik i 1 , |andj nonnali/CN the data uito a consi'itei^f dccounting record" 
(Paragraph 003 1 emphasis added). Further, Bullard teaches tliat "[tjhe accounting process 14 
■Collects data via the data collector layer 16 from multiple disparate sources and produces . f a jnew 
type of cojiOppgH^^ (Paragraph 0033 - emphasis added). 

However, merely teaching that the accounting process collects data from the network, normalizes 
the dat^ into a co ■jsistent accounting record, and produces ew t\ pes of con posite i ceo ds, as m 
Biilldrd sunph {fills to even suguost a tt\l»U(me s\ijt.'K'tn m antcunt of data piooossed \shdc tlit, 
recotds jic auiiregated bdsed on the co'^'^ao^^ (esrpliasis added) (.iaisned b\ appellant 
Clcarlv sinipK di voMnii diat ihc dCvOjnr.r., ^luxtsx o>.tsdaia a^tnl.uilanl taiU lo sui-gti>t 
that ti e amouni of daid piocei>!>ed bdbcd on the contraclb,' in the manner ab claimed bs 
appellant. 

In the Office Action mailed 08/1 1/2006, the Examiner has further argued that the "speed of 
records aggregated and the amount of data processed (see items 3-4) can be interpreted to evolve 
from the flexibility of the accounting process (.14)" and that "[ajs a result, the service 
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management process 750 provides the level of service that was delivered at the same semantic 
level as the actuaJ contract par 0193." 

\gani appellant jcspt-tttulix dis^iuiecs with the Examinej's statement and asserts that Buliasd 
nierth ttachos an "acn^iuUiny pto^-oss |x\hic'>| k-ollt'cls data ftom the nv.'t\%oik 1 1 nonnali 'os 
tl)c dat.^ liitu a lodsi stent at^ctnititsng secofd and piodutes [aj new i\ pe ol coinpusitc recotds 
(emphasis added) A^ain as noied above, simpK disclosing that the accountniy piotess coUecls 
data, and normalizes and produces records, as in Btiilard, fails to suggest that the ""amoimt of 
data processed while the records are aggregated is based on the conh-acts," in the manner as 
claimed by appellant. 

Furthermore, in the Oftlce Action mai led 08/1 1 /2006, it appears that the Examiner has relied on 
an inherency argument regarding the above emphasized claim limitations. Specifically, the 
Examiner has argued ihat ''[ajll the oiher features regarding items 2-5 can be found in the 
rejection above and/or explicitly or impbciily in par 0190-0193 of Bullard." In view of the 
arguments made hereinabove, any such inherency argument has been adequately rebutted, and a 
notice of allowance or a specific prior art showing of such claim features, in combination with 
the remaining claim elements is respectfully requested. (See MPEP 21 12) 

Again, the foregoing anticipation criterion has simply not been met by the above reference, as 
noted above. 

Group #i; Ckums 9 and 19 

With iX'Spoci to C\mVi-=> 0 ard ^9, tho fcxaminc: has reiscd Mgurc 31, anJ I'atagtaphs Oiyo-Ojo,? 
from the Bullard rcfcience lo make a prior art showing of appcilant's claimed "separating the 
records into separate groups based on the contracts, and aggregating the records of each group 
using a separate aggregator" (see this or similar, but not necessaiih' identical language in the 
foregoing claims). Further, the Examiner has argued that such excerpts teach "sepamt[ing] 
records into [a] group, wherein company X information/packet is likely to be transmitted first 
and have abetter service than Company Y because Company X is paying for abetter service or 
has a better contract than Company Y." 
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Appellant respectfully disagrees v\'ith the Examiner's aigument and asserts that the excerpts from 
Bullard relied upon by the Examiner merely disclose that 'the po!ic>' server 754 sends that 
requirement in a template to the provisiomng service 752 to produce a contl juration tile 752a to 
configure tJie router to give. company "X" preferred use to|r] the router ' (Paragraph 01 91 - 
emphasis added). Further, Bullard discloses that 'every ti me a packet from conrpany "X's" 
network comes across the router, the packet vviii alwa ys be transmitted unless there is something 
wrong with the router' (Paragraph 0191 - emphasis added). 

However, merely disclosing that a configuration file gives a company prefen:ed.use for a router 
by always transmitting a packet from that company, as in Bullard, simply fails to disclose 
"separating the records into separate groups based on the contracts, and aggre gating the records 
of each group using a sepa rate aggregator (emphasis added), as claimed by appellant. Clearly, 
the mere disclosure of giving one company prefened use of a device, as in Bullard, fails to 
suggest "sepai aii ng the records into separate groups" and ''aggregating the records of each group 
using a separate aggregator," as claimed by appellant. 

In the Otlce Action mailed OS/1 1/2006, the Examiner has further argued that "[ajll the other 
features regarding items 2-5 can be found in the rejection above and/or explicidy or implicitly in 
par 0190-0193 of Bullard." Appellant respectfully disagrees with the Examiner's statement and 
again asserts that Bullard teaches that "every time a packet from company "X's" network comes 
acioss the.roL]ter ^ th!L^packet ^^ill ahyays^^^^^^ and that '[t]his mav occur even rfa 

packet oi 4.t>nip<ni\ \ uhaii hsis a !o\ser st'!\'i.c lc\cl Uian compatn "\ ts \^,nnii<^ tn the 
routes 10 be transmitted {Paiagiaph <^i'-M ciip'iav.s aadtd) Iloueso Uu disLlosurt ihat a 
packet tiom company \ wiil he transmitted w 'ho uutei osen it a packet tioui i ompaitx 'S is 
vNauuig to be liansnutlcd m the louieu as m Buliaid, Mmply faiib to even suggest 'se pdratmg the 
records into sepMMg.gf WH based on the contracts, and a ggregating the records of each group 
using a se^tarate aggrega^ (emphasis added), as claimed by appellant. Clearly, two 
companies transmitting packets using the same router, as in Bullard, fails to suggest " agg re gating 
the records of each group using a separate aggregator " (emphasis added), in the manner claimed 
by appellant. 
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Furthemiore, in the Office Action mailed 08/11/2006, it appears that the Examiner has relied on 
an inherency argument j-egardirjg the above emphavsized claim limitalions. Specifically, the 
Examiner has suggested that''[ajn the other features regarding items 2-5 can be found in the 
rejection above and/or explicitly or implicitly in par 01 90-0193 of Bullard." In view of the 
arguments made hereinabove, any such inherency argument has been adequately rebutted, and a 
notice of allowance or a specific prior art showing of such claim features, in combination with 
the remaining claim elements is respectfully requested. (See MPEP 21 12) 

Again, the foregoing anticipation criterion has simply not been met by the above reference, as 
noted above. 

Group 46: Claim 23 

With respect to Claim 23, the Examiner has relied on Figures 8A-8B; and Paragraphs 0074-0077, 
and 0097 from the Bullard reference to make a prior art showing of appellant's claimed 
technique "wherein the at least one aspect of the received records includes a customer identifier, 
session or flow source address, destination address, duration, time, date, t>'pe of server, and 
volume of data transferred." 

Appellant respectfully asserts that the excerpts from Bullard relied upon by the Examiner merely 
disclose that tlie "Network Accounting Record Attributes 204a-204n provide the actual metrics 
used for network activits- reponing and network accounting" {Paragraph 007^ -emphasis added) 
where such attabute-s include "the NAR souict I- p-i \ \R SilC llNii and the NAR sequence 
number. \ \R SKQ^^MAt ^ (Putaytaph OC*"^: c-ps a cKlJeJ) KirUun Bulhiid discloses that 
"ontitN attiibutc dcsciipioii^ can be used m the accounupii proce.-s to puixide additional 
llexibihly in how network activuy infonnation is leported and tailied " where iuch attiibules 
include "Source and Destination Ethernet Addresses" and "Accounting Time hiterval" 
(Paragraph 0097 ••• emphasis added). 

However, the mere disclosure of NAR attributes and entity attribute descriptors, as in Bullard, 
simply foils to even suggest a technique "wherein the at least one aspect of the received records 
includes a CMto»MMgMifigr - session or flow source address, destination address, duration . 
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time, date, type of server , and volume of data transferred" (emphasis added), as claimed by 
appellant. 

Again, the foregoing anticipation criterion has simply not been met by the above reference, as 
noted above. 

In view of the remarks set forth hereinabove., all of the independent claims are deemed 
allowable, along with any claims depending tlierefrom. 
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VIII CLAIMS APPENDIX (37 C.F.R. § 41.37(c)(l)(viit» 

The text of the claims i nvol ved in tiie appeal (along v\^tli associated status informatiofl) is set 

forth below: 

1 . ( Previously Presented) A method for coturaci-based aggregation, comprising: 

(a) receivuig records indicative of network events, wherein the records are received m at 
least one aggregator for the purpose of aggregating the records; 

(b) identifying contracts associated with the records by correlating at least one of the 
contracts witli at least one aspect of tlie received records; and 

(c) aggregating the records based at least in part on the contracts using the at least one 
aggregator. 

2. (Original) The method as recited in claim I , wherein the contracts are between a 
customer and a sen'ice provider operating the aggregator. 

3 . (Original) The method as recited in claim 2, wherein tlie contracts are for different levels 
of services to be provided to the customer. 

4. (Original) The method as recited in claim 2, wherein the contracts are for different 
services to be provided to the customer. 

5 (Original) The raelhod as leciled in claim L wherein a contract identifier is included as a 

component of the records. 

6. (Origiiial) The method as recited in claim 1, wherein a speed with which the lecords are 
aggregated is based on the contracts. 

7. (Original) The method as recited in claim 1 , wherein an amount of data processed while 
the records are aggregated is based on the contracts. 



-21 - 



8. (Original) The method as recited in claim 7, wherein the data is selected from the group 
consisting of a customer identifier, a semce identifiei; a source identifier, a destination 
identifier, a records size identifier, and a quality of ser%'ice identifier. 

9. (Original) The method as recited in claim 1, and further comprising sepai'ating the 
records into separate groups based on the contracts, and aggregating the records of each 
group using a separate aggregator. 

10. (Original) The method as recited in claim i, and further comprising aggregating the 
records to generate sepaiate aggregations using a single aggregator. 

i 1 . (Previously Presented) A computer program product for contract-based aggregation 
embodied on a tangible computer readable medium, comprising: 

(a) computer code for receiving records indicative of network events, wherein the records are 
recei ved in at least one aggregator for the purpose of aggregating the records; 

(b) computer code for identifying contracts associated with the records by correlating at least 
one of the contracts with at least one aspect of the received records; and 

(c) computer code for aggregating the records based at least in part on the contracts using the 
at least one aggregator. 

1 2. (Original) The computer program product as recited in claim 1 1, wherein the contracts 
are between a customer and a service provider operating the aggregator. 

13. (Original) The computer program product as recited in claim 12, wherein the contracts 
are for different levels of sereices to be provided to the customer, 

14. (Original) The computer program product as recited in claim 12, wherein the contracts 
are for different services to be provided to the customer. 

1 5. (Original) The computer program product as recited in claim 1 i, wherein a contract 
identifier is included as a component of the records. 
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16. (Original) The computer program product as recited io claim 1 1, wherein a speed with 
which the records are aggregated is based on tlie contracts, 

il. (Original) The cotitiputer program product as recited in claim 1 1, wherein an amount of 
data processed while the records are aggregated is based on the contacts, 

18. (Original) The computer program product as recited in ch^im 1 7, wherein the data is 
selected from the group consisting of a customer identifier, a sereice identifier, a source 
kletitifier, a destination identifier, a records size identitter, and a quality of service 
identifier. 

19. (Original) The computer progi'am product as recited in claim 1 1 , and further comprising 
computer code for separating the records into separate groups based on the contracts, and 
computer code for aggregating the records of each group using a separate aggregator. 

20. (Original ) The computer program product as recited in claim 1 1, and further comprising 
computer code for aggregating the records to generate separate aggregations using a 
single aggregator. 

21 . (Previously Presented) A system for contract-based aggregation, comprising: 

(a) logic for receiving records indicative of network events, wherein the records are received 
in at least one aggregator for the purpose of aggregating the records; 

(b) logic for identifyiiig coiuracis associaled with tlie records by correlating at least one of 
the contracts with at least one aspect of the received records; and 

(c) logic for aggregating the records based at least in part on the contracts using the at least 
one aggregator, 

22. (Previously Presented) A method for contmct-based aggregation, comprising: 

(a) receiving records indicative of network events, wherein the records include a customer 
identifier, a service identifier, a source identifier, a destination identifier, a records size 
identifier, and a quali ty of service identifier; 
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(b) identifying contracts associated with the records by correlating at least one of the 
contracts with at least one aspect of the received records, wherein tlw contracts indicate 
an amount of aggregation to be performed, a speed with which the aggregation is to be 
performed, and a group with which the records are associated; 

(c) separating the records into the separate groups based on the contracts; and 

(d) aggregating the records of each group usi ng a separate aggregator; 

(e) wherein tiie records are aggregated a certain amount at a certain speed based at least in 
part on the contracts using the associated aggregator. 

23. (Previously Presented) The method as recited in claim 1 , wherein the at least one aspect 
of the received records includes a customer identifier, session or flow source address, 
destination address, duration, time, date, type of server, and volume of data ti'ansferred. 

24. (Previously Presented) The method as recited in clai?n i , wherein the at least one aspect 
of the recei ved records is selected from the group consisting of a customer identifier, 
session or Oow source address, destination address, duration, time, date, type of sei-ver, 
and volume of data transferred. 

25. (l*reviously Presented) The method as recited in claim 1 , wherein tlie correlating includes 
correiating the at least one aspect of the received records with intbrmation from a 
plurality of locations. 

26. (Previously Presented) The method as recited in claim 25, wherein the iocations are 
selected from the group consisting of a quality of service po.Ucy sei-^ er, a network 
management system database, and a general packet radio service system. 
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IX EVIDENCE APPENDIX (37 C.F.R. § 4i.37(c)(l)(ix)) 

There is no such evidence. 
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X RELATED PROCEEDING APPENDIX (37 C.F.R. § 41.37(c)(l)(x)) 



N/A 
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In the event a telephone conversation would expedite the prosecution of this applicatjon, the 
Examiner may reach the undersigned at (408) 971.-2573. For payment of any addUiorjai fees due 
in connection witii the filing of this paper, the Commissioner is auUion^ed to charge such fees to 
Deposit Account No. 50-1351 (Order No. AMDCPOIO). 



Rt'.spectfui K MibintLted. 

3 /KEViNZlLKA/ February 12, 2007 
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